Over and above the requirements of the roof control
plan there is a general duty placed upon the operator to
insure that the roof be adequately supported.  On this
matter the evidence is in conflict.  The inspector expressed
the view that because the mats did not have center bolts
they did not support the middle of the entry (Tr. 32, 35).
The inspector admitted that his determination that the mats
were inadequate was a judgement call but the basis for that
.call is not apparent since he did not know how much weight
was involved in the roof area covered by the mats (Tr. 36-37,
38-39).  The operator's section foreman was of the opinion
that the roof mats did sufficiently support the middle of the
entry (Tr. 52-54).  The section foreman had one of his men
test the roof and determined that only the immediate roof was
broken and he stated that since the roof was hanging near the
left side towards the adjacent fall area, not in the middle
the stress was on the left side not in the middle (Tr. 54,
56-58, 60).  I find the section foreman's evidence persuasive

The section foreman's evidence is not the only evidence
in favor of the operator.  The most persuasive evidence of
record is that of a civil engineer who testified that
according to an MSHA report (Op. Exh. No. 3) the roof mats
could bear a 9,000 Ib. load and that if the straps were on
five foot centers the stress on the center of each strap
would be 5700 Ibs. and that therefore, in his opinion the
strap would hold in the worst possible situation (Tr. 67).
The engineer also explained how he determined the weight was
5700 Ibs. (Tr. 80).  As already noted, the inspector did not
know what the weight was (Tr. 36-37) .  A safety factor of
1.5 to 2 is considered safe and the factor would be 1.6 on
five foot centers (Tr. 68).  Because of the additional
straps, 2 1/2 foot centers were present here which would
increase the safety factor.  The civil engineer thought the
safety mats installed by the operator were adequate to hold
this roof and that center bolts were not necessary (Tr. 78) .
He stated straps were better than center bolts because as
long as the strap is pulled tight at the lip of the fall, it
would prevent material from falling off and thereby provide
an added measure of safety (Tr. 81).  The Solicitor did not
cross-examine the engineer and did not produce any contrary
evidence in rebuttal.' I find the engineer's testimony
convincing and accept it.

Based upon the testimony of the operator's witnesses
I conclude the roof was adequately supported and that there
was no violation of the mandatory standard.
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ls   shall   be  utilized.     If  such
